‘ RETURN DATE OCTOBER 22 2019 : ' SUPERIOR COURT -

ROGER MISBACH ' : J.D. OF HARTFORD
ELLEN MISBACH and - o
. LIBERTARIAN PARTY OF CONNECTICUT

v - ' . AT HARTEORD
DENISE MERRIL, SECRETARY o * OCTOBER 3, 2019

OF STATE
| _ VERIFIED COMPLAINT |
COUNT ONE: WRIT OF MANDAt\IIUS |
1. Plalntlff Roger Mlsbach isa candldate for Mayor of Meriden, Connecticut. He
was a placeholder candidate for the purposes of getting a petltlon issued for the offlce.
of City Council Area 1, and without a placeholder candidate prior to the final
_ nomlnatlon of the leertarlan Party being made, and the deadline for submitting
petition S|gnatures bemg prior to nomination, it was necessary to run the Plalntlff as a
. placeholder to secure ballot access. -
© 2. Plaintiff Ellen Misbach is a candidate for City Councﬂ in Meriden. She was a
placeholder candidate for the purposes of getting a petltlon lssued for the office of
. Mayor, and without a placeholder candidate prior to the flnal nommatlon of the
- Libertarian Party beir_tg made, and the deadline for submitting petition signatures being
prtor to nomirtation, it was necessary to run the Plaintiff as a placeholder to secure
ballot access. )
3. Plaintiff Ltbertarian Party of Connecticut is a statewide recognized minor
party in Connecticut pursuant to CGS §9- -372(6).

4. The Defendant caused pet|t|ons for the respective offices to be issued, which



- the Defendant d|d cause to issue pursuant to CGS §§9-453 through 9-453uy, inclusive.
5. The leertarlan Party of Connectlcut has, on numerous occaSIons as have
other minor partles placeholder candidates for petitioning purposes when the final
nominee has yet to be determmed The electlon laws of this State are such that
petltlon drives must be lnltlated as soon as pOSS|bIe due to the amount of time and
" resources involved, usually prior to when the fi nal nominee is not yet known and
many times before the deadline on whlch ballot petitions may be completed. The
* deadline to complete ballot petitie‘ning was August 7, 2019.
6. The Plaintiffs turned in a.sufficient number of signatures to qualify for the A
Novernber 2019 ballot under the Party Designation "Libertarian®.
7. The Defendént or her agent/designee caused a Ietter to issue stating the
| Secretary of State's final decision 'to place Plaintiffs Roger Misbach and Ellen Misbach
. on the November 2019 baliot in the munieipal election, but for the offices under which
petitions were' issued, and ot for the final offices for whieh nominations were made. |

8. The Libertarian Party of Connecticut formally nominated Roger Misbach for

Mayor of Meriden and Ellen Misbach for City Council, and delivered to the Secretary of

State and the Clty Clerk of Meriden timely, on September 3, 2019, via gauranteed

‘ overnight dellvery global express marl with gauranteed delivery by September 4, 2019,
before noon, pursuant to CGS §9-452. Said letter arrived timely and was received by
4PM on S.epternber 4, 2019, the &eedline on which for the Libertarian Party to have

~ nominated municipal. candrdates |

9.The Defendant on September 18, 2019, lssued a letter rescmdlng all ballot



access for the races of City Council Area 1 and Mayor in Meriden, and denying the
| leertarlan Party of Connecticut the ballot access for which it had petitioned and
submitted a more than adequate humber of qualifying signatures as requrred by CGS
§9-379. |
10. The Plalntlffs have no adequate rernedy at law and are owed a ministerial
duty by the Defendant to be placed on the ballot, Wthh she has W|Ifully neglected and
" failed to perform or caused to have been performed. Absent the granting of a writ of
mandamus, the Plaintiffs will be i.rreperably harmed by not appearing on the

November 2019 baIIot in Meriden for Mayor and City Council Area 1.

1. There isno other specﬁ” c adequate remedy for the Defendant's failure to .

perform her mlnlstenal duties in advance of the November 2019 general electlon and
that failure will disenfranchise the voters of Meriden and the Libertarian Party of
Connecticut. |
WHEREFORE, the Plaintiffs seek:
" A. Costs |
.B. Awrit ot mandamus restoring the Libertarian Party and its candidates to the
ballot for Mayor and City Council Area 1

C. Other rellef the Court deems approprlate to satlsfy the ends of justice.

COUNT TWO: COUNT TWO: DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS UNDER COLOR OF LAW,

42 USC §1983 (DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS)

1. Plaintiff Roger Misbach is a candidate for Mayor of Meriden, Connectlcut He

-was a placeholder candidate for the purposes of getting a petition issued for the ofﬁce




- of City Council Area 1, and witnout a placeholder candidate p_rior to the final
nomination of the Libertarian Party being made, and the deadline for su_bmitting
petition signatures being prior to 'nomination, it was necessary to run the Plaintiff as a
placeholdéf to secure ballot access.
| . Plaintiff Ellen Misbach is a candidate for City Coundil in Meriden. She was a
. placeholder candidate for the-purposes of getting a 'petition issued for the ofﬁce of -
Mayor, and without a placeholder candidate prior to the final nomination of the
Libertarian Party being made, ana the deadline for submitting petition signatures being
prior to nomination, it‘yvae necessary to run the Plaintiff asa nIaCehOIQer to secure
- ballot access. |
3. Plaintiff Libertarian Party of Connecticut is a statewide recogtnized minor
| ‘party in Connecticut pursuant to EGS §9;372(6). | |
4. The Defendant caUSed petitions for the respective offices to be issued, which
the Defendant did cause to .issue bnrsuant to CGS §§9-453 through 9-453u, inclusive
: ("Petltlonlng Laws"). -
' 5. The Libertarian Party of Connectlcut has, on humerous occasions, as have
" other minor parties, placeholder candidates for petltlonlng purposes when the fi naI
nominee has yet to be determlned. The electlon laws of this State are such that
petltlon drives must be initiated as soon as possible due to the amount of time and
_ resources mvolved usually prior to when the flnal nominee is not yet known, and
' many times before the deadline on which ballot petltlons may be completed. The

~ deadline to comp|ete ballot petitigning was August 7, 2019.



6. The Plalntlffs turned in a suffIC|ent number of signatures to quallfy for the ‘
November 2019 ballot under the Party Designation "Libertarian”, as they repeatedly
have for other electlons seasons for many other offices. - .

7 The Defendant or her agentlde5|gnee caused a lefter to issue stating the
Sécretary of State's ﬁnal demsnon to place Plaintiffs Roger Mlsbach and Elien Misbach
" on the November 2019 ballot in the munucnpal election, but for the offices under which
petitions were issued, and not for the flnal offices for which nominations were made.

8. The leertarlan Party of Connectlcut formally nominated Roger Misbach for
Mayor of Meriden and Ellen Misbach for City Council, and delivered to the Secretary of
State and thve City Clerk of Merideri timely, on Septamber 3, 2019, via gauranteed
- overnight delivery global expréss mail with gauranteed delivery by September 4, 2019,
before ndon, pUrsuant to CGS §§-452. Said letter arriQed timély and was received by
4PM on September 4, 20'1 9, the deadline on which for the‘Libertarian Party to have
; nominated munlmpal candidates. | o |

-9. The Defendant‘s custom; habit and practlce has been to Wlthhold an official
determination as to whether mmqr party and petitioning cayndldat’es have qualified for ‘
or will actually aplpearA on the baliot until after the deadline of minor parties to nominate
set by CGS §9-452. 'i'his Iea\)es 'an inadequate amount of time for any deficiencies or
madequaCIes to be addressed in the event nominations occur much sooner, forcing

' mlnor parties and their candidates mto a position where no functional redress of unfalr
denial of ballot access can be had, as was the case with Bob Barr in 2008 when the_

' Libertaria_n'Party of Connecticut proved then Secretary of State Bysciewicz unjustly




disqualified too many '.s'ign'atures,_ but the Federal District Court ruled that October 23
was too late to place him on the ballot due to the impossibility of the task.

10. Vrrtually alI mlnor party candidates do not receive formal notice fromthe -
Defendant‘s office until the second week of September that they will or will not appear
. on the ballot in the November election of any given year — even if they have obtained
enough votes and are not required to circulate a petition. This‘ leaves no practical
opportunity for any recourse or corrective action prior to the deadline imposed by CGS
_ §9—452 and thus operates to deprive minor partles such due process of law othenlvlse
' afforded to them by the Uniform Administrative Procedure Act as set forth in CGS §84-

166 through 4- 189 inclusive, wherem they might otherwise seek a hearing in a
contested case per §4-177 or prosecute the same utilizing the tools, methods and
procedures set forth i.n CGS §§4‘-177a, 4-177b and 4-177c. In a case where the
Secretary of State's office has, in the past, been made known of a nominee by virtue
‘ of the Petitioning Laws well before 90 days prior to the deadline set forth in CGS §9-
452 (and especially others who do not require a petition), it has failed to " proceed
) with reasona'ble_ dispatch to conclUde any matter pending before it..." for the purposes
of CGS §4-180. | |

WHEREFORE the Plaintiff claim:

A Injunctlve rellef under 42 USC §1983 that the Petltronlng Laws not be used to
prevent the leertarlan Party's candldates from appearlng on the ballot who have been
. not afforded a contested case hearing under CGS §4-177 or WhO‘ have not been given

advance notice by the Defendant that they will not be appearing on the ballot prior to



September 4, 2019; 4
" B. Declaratory relief under 42 USC §1983 that the Defendanf violated the
By Plaintiffs' Conetitutional rig\hts to due process in rémovirjg Roger Misbach and Ellen
Mlsbach from‘the l\lovémber 2019 ballet in the City of Meriden.
C. Damages .
D. Costs and Attorney Fees

E. Other relief the Court de.e'ms proper

COUNT THREE: DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS UNDER COLOR OF LAW 42 USC
 §1983 (DENIAL OF EQUAL PROTECTION UNDER THE LAW) .

- 1. Plaintiff Roger Misbach is a candidate for Mayor of Meriden, Connectlcut He
was a placeholder candidate for the purposes of gettmg a petltlon |ssuecl for the office
' of City Counci}I_Area 1, and without a placeholder candidate plior to the final
'. _ nomin_ation ovfllhe' Libertarian Party beingr made, and the deadline for submitting
petition signafures being prior t_o nominlation; it was necessary to 'run the Plaintiff as a
' placeholder to secure ballot acce;‘s.s. |
2. Plaintiff Elleh Misbach is a‘ candidate for City Council in Meriden. She was a
placeholder candidate for the purposes of getting a petltlon issued for the office of
_ Mayor and W|thout a placeholder candidate prior to the final nomination of the
Libertarian Party being made, and the deadline for submlttlng petition SIgnatures ‘being
- prior to nomination, it was necessary to run the Plaintiff as a placeholder to secure .
ballot access. |

3. Plaintiff Libertarian Party of Connecticut is a statewide recognized minor



party in Connectlcut pursuant to CGS §9-372(6).
4, The Defendant caused petltlons forthe respectlve offices to be |ssued which’
the Defendant did cause to issue pursuant to CGS §§9-453 through 9-453u inclusive
~ ("Petitioning Laws"). .
5. 't’he Libe’rtarian Party ofpo_nnecticut has; on nume_rous occasions, as have
other minor parties, ‘placeholder' candidates for petitioning purposes when the final
" nominee has yet to be determined. The election Iaws of thls State are 'such that |
| petition drives must be initiated as soon as possible due to the amount of time and

~ resources involved, usually prior;_t,o when the final nomlnee is not yet known, and
many times before_the deadline on which ballot petitions may be completed. ;I'he
deadline to complete ballot petitioning was August 7, 2019.

6. The Plaintiffs turned in.a sufficient number of signatures to qualify for the

| November 2019 ballot under the Party Designation "Libertarian", as they repeatedly' |
have for other elections seasons for many other offices.

| 7. The Defendant or her agentlde5|gnee caused a letter to issue stating the
Secretary of State's final decision to place Plalntlffs Roger Misbach and EIIen Misbach
on the November 2019 ballot in the municipal election, but for the offlces under which

i ’ petltlons were lssued and not for the final offlces for which nomlnatlons were made.

8. The leertarlan Party of Connectlcut formally nomlnated Roger Misbach for

" Mayor of Meriden and Elien Mlsbach for Clty Council, and dellvered to the Secretary of

State and the City Clerk of Meriden timely, on September 3, 2019, via gauranteed

overnight delivery global express mail with gauranteed delivery by September 4, 2019,



- before noon, pursuant to CGS §9-452. Said letter arrlved timely and was received by
- 4PM on September 4, 2019, the deadllne on whrch for the Lrbertarian Party to have
_ nominated municrpal candrdates.{.. ’
9. The process-under which the Petitioning Laws create an undue, oppressive,
arbitrary, capricious and outright 'unconstitutional burden on both the Plaintiffs and the
public at large in the following ways not reasonably connected with the state’s interest
‘ in regulating the ballot:
a. They have been utilized by the Defendant to delay and deny recognltion of

_ Lrbertarians organizing locally as a political party, which would help facrlltate

' party growth, funding and other activities the Democratlc and Republrcan

. Parties enjoy Instead the State has, on numerous occasron returned forms:
and ﬂllngs of would be leertarlan Town Committees in Merlden and in other
places, only serving to disband would be activism by soyvrng discord, confusion
and outright fear and mistaken belief that it is illegal for minor parties to have
town committees, seriously impeding the exercise of the right to associate for
political purposes in a way major parties are not.

b. The Petrtlonlng Laws requrre for each individual office for which ballot access
has not been obtained, from Governor down to each and every munrcrpal inland
wetlands committee, individual petition applications, nomination letters,

‘ _ placeholder candidates to. 'start the ballot drive \ivhen there is no.present
nominee by the Lrbertarran Party, ballot drive, signature validation and

i recordkeeprng all in addition to seperate SEEC requrrements seriously




impeding the exercise of the right to associate for political purposes ina way :
major parties are not.

- C. The paper requirements of the Petitioning Laws are arcane and outdated in

'that not only can eligible citizens register as ‘electors, but also in  that: 1 the
- petltlonlng form cannot be completed srmllarly online; (2) the petrtlonrng
requrrements seek what the public typically views as invasive and personal
}data (3) the petrtlonlng process requrres double srded Iegal size paper that is
unusual and cumbersome ‘to a]l involved; (4) it imposes an arbrtrary burden and
cost on Town Clerks and even the Defendant's own personell; (5) it introduces
unncessary and costly delays into all steps of the electoral process for no
’productlve end:; and (6) only electors from one town can sign on one page,.
requrrrng crrculators to carry numerous pages and several clrpboards when
collecting signatures at large events (such as fairs and other events).
‘d. The actual delay imposed on candidates and' the Libertarian Party of
Connecticut in navtgating the.l?etitioning Laws and process delays, impedes
" and obstructs: (1) press coverage; (2) access to d‘e'bates, as it did to the Party's'
_Gubenatorial Race in 2018; and (3) fundraising — all because it is unknown until
mid-September-whether.or not a candidate has qualiﬂed for the ballot.

e. It denies, based on the ;-d.elay imposed by the law alone and the time frame,
legal remedy for error. For example, 2008 Libertarian Nominee Bob Barr
successfully proved that the State of Connecticut erroneously disqualifed over

500 signatures in federal court (which would have been more than adequate to




£

put the. Libertarian Party on the bailot,' but on October 23 2008, the District
Court (Arterton, J) deemed the task of reprinting ballots at that point |
impossible. s V |

f. The entirely arbitrary, useless process of ballot access and funding and
vorganlzatlon necessary thereto in addition to the already cumbersome
campaign finance burdens in other election law frameworks presents a
permanent obstacle, the type and kind of WhICh‘ would have strangled the
‘De'mocratic and Republican Parties in their infancies had such statutory
frameworks eX|sted during their origins. The Petltronmg Laws are an ongorng
civil rights vrolatlon that treats everyone but Democratlc and Republlcan
'candidates ina grossly unfai'r manner designed to monopohze the levers of
political power and ensh'rine their permanent status no matter their
effectiveness or acts in ofﬁce:

g. The Petitioning Laws haye presented such a monumental barrier that
complianc‘e with them has become the number one expenditure to a degree
that has diverted re'sources from advertising, training, marketing and other.
activities the Democratic and Re'publican Parties enjoy because their initial
growth was unburdened by such Iaws

h. The Petltlonlng Laws in Connectlcut are uncommonly burdensome and
, wasteful of the resources of Mlnor Parties, Town Clerks and Reglstrars of
Voters to that of most of the States United States, which assume the signatures

collected to be valld and only permlt a challenge to a ballot drive when a private



party with standing prov1des the resources to fund a challenge. The Petltlonlng
"Laws assume the S|gnatures on petitions to be lnvalld unt|| proven valid. This'is
SO excesswely |mpract|cal so asto stunt the growth of any new or minor polltlcal
party and prevent any meaningful alternatlve to the Democratlc or Republican
' Parties" from arising. o -. /

i. The Petitioning Laws are even more grossly unfair to candidatee who run
without the endorsement of a Major or Minor Party, reduiring that, even after
they have won an election fdr_a particular office, they are required to petition
their way onto the ballot if they wish to run without the endorsement of a
political party. -

j- Despite having won a sufﬁcient number of votes in statewide elections to be a
‘ vmlnor party with enrollment priviledges, the Defendant still requires, under §9-
453b for some districts in which the Plaintiff leertarlan Party of Connectlcut has
,’not run a candidate before, "a reservatlon of such. party deS|gnat|on" which .
mvolves a seperate petltlon of 25 signatures from electors in order to actually
| get the’ petltlon to get on the ballot. ltis a petltlon to get a pet|t|on

k. The cumbersome nature of the Petitioning Laws is easily shown and
demonstrated by numerous examplee of their impracticality. For one example of
many Robert Lombardo was the nominee for United States Congress in the
'Flfth Congressmnal Dlstnct and he, wrth other Libertarians, arrlved the day of :
the deadline in 2012 to turn in his many hundreds of pages of srgnatures at

approximately 3:30PM, then directed to go out to the lobby in the Secretary of



State's office to count the number of pages being Asubrhitted. He did, and by the
time he reentered the ofﬁee, the stamp machine used by the Secretary of
State's deeignee made a-clicking sound, indicating that the official time was
4:01PM that day, and therefore none ot his signatures would be counted towa'rd
placmg him on the baIIot In order to obtain Congresswnal ballot access, each
-district requwes three to six thousand raw, unverified S|gnatures in order to hit
the target which is why the leertanan Party only has ballot access in the
-'Second Congresswnal District (which it has mamtalned since successfully

. petitioning to get it in 2012):.

|. Petitioning fer state rePresentative and state senate distrtcts (in-a way similar
to Congressional Districts):' adds additional confusion where an elector is
reasonably Cohfused, as most districts divide towns. For example, Norwich and
Manchester each include three state house districts. Plainfield not only includes
two state representatlve dlstncts — it includes two state senate dlstrlcts
Glastonbury is in both the First and Second Congressmnal Dlstnct Middletown
is in-the First and the Third.Congressional District. To accurately collect
—sig-natures,' this has freque:ntly required a mép to determine which petition an

“elector can actually sign.

10. The Libertarian Party and other minor parties‘ are afforded disparate

treatment vis-a-vis the Republican and Democratic Parties in that:

a. Even when they exceed 1% of the vote for a statewide office, they must



continue to ru'n and 'petitio;! td keep and' maintain ballot access for each and
" every individual off;ce, whereas the Republican and Democratic Parties do not
_have to run ca_ndidates for each and every office, and fr‘quently choose not to.
b. Weré the reqvuirements of the Petitioning Laws imposed on the Democratic
and Republicarj Parties, p:i'e'qemeal as they are the Libertaﬁan Party, they would
drastically diminish 6r outright cease to function as organizations due to the
ove_rhead costs staying on ;cop of the tasks the Libertarian Party of Coﬁnecticut
must _undertake as spe'ciﬁbed in §19a through f_ of this Count for each and every,
office. Moreover, Democratic; and Republican lawmakers wrote, rétified and
_approved the Petitioning Laws from a position of strateglc advantage, and to |
such a degree that no competition could equally and falrly emerge without
: substantial burden and oppression.
11. The entire framework of the Petitioning Laws, |n the ways complained of,
| does not proVide a feasible opporfun'ity fdr'new political'.organizations' and their
_ candidates to appear on the béllg’t jong term, and thus fails to comply with basic
protections under the First,an_d Fourteenth Amendments» to th.e Constitution df the
United States.
12. The entire framework: of ’éhe Petitioning Laws, in the ways complained qf,
. violate Article 1, §2 of the Connecticut constitution by overtly curtailing and denying t'hve
_ people thelr _.undeniable and indefeasible right to alter their form of government in
| such manner as they may think expeduent " by enshrining the Democratlc and

Republican Parties, which are pnvate organizations, in a permanent place of official



and lnstltutlonal power. Said lnsturutlons in turn, utilize public resources, infrastructure
' and forms to conduct par’cy busrness in the form of primaries, a benefit no mjnor party
has or would ever have any- forseeable hope of obtaining under the framework of the
) Petitioning'Laws

13. The Petltlonlng Laws curtail and restrain the hberty of speech in violation of
Connecticut Constitution Article I, §5 as complalned of hereln They: further violate
a Connectlcut Constltutlon Article 1 §14 by curtatlmg, burdenmg and at many times
| outrlght denylng the exercise of the rlght of the Plalntlffs to"ina peaceable manner, to
. assemble for their common good-,-and to apply to those invested with the powers of
government, for redress of grievances, or other proper purposes, by petition, address
or remonstrance.”, as complaineev of‘ herein.

14.The Petitioning Laws, taken as a whole, are invidiously discriminafory and
| violate the Equal Protectlon Clause because they glve the two old, established partles
a decided advantage over new partles The state Iaws here mvolved heavily burden
the right of individuals to associate for the advancement of political belrefs and the
right of qualified voters to cast their V_ot_es effectively, and they arbitrarily, capriciously
and unconstitutionallyhder\y the Pla\intiffs.the equality of épportun‘ity to which they are
) - entitled by overtly slanting the outcome rn favor of Demeeratic and RepUincan
candidates because the laws stunt the growth and overburden the resources of hew
| and minor parties to a degree wri-ere no fair contest can be had b‘etween them and the
Democratic and Repllrblicen Parties in a General November Election.

15. The Petitioning Laws, repeatedly, and for every office, require the same task




- of demonstratlng a modecum of support sufficient to warrent statewide ballot access,
| yet reqmre Petltlons to be pulled for lower offices throughout the state which only
. serves to repeat and duplicate ta,sks and efforts for no legitimate state purpose.

16. The United States Supreme Cpurt has held, that such a framework " ..favors
two particular parties the Republtcahs and the Democrat -- and, in effect, tends to give
them a coi'n'plete monopoly. There is, of course, no reason why two parties should
| retain a permanent monopoly on the rlght to have people vote for or agamst them.

_ Compet|t|on in ideas and governmental pohc:les is at the core of our electoral process
and of the First Amendment freedoms. New parties struggling for their place must
have the time and opportunity to ergenize in order to meet reasonable requirements
for ballot position, just as the old pertiee have had in the "past-." Williams v Rhodes,

" 393 US 32 (1_968). While the Defendant forces all minor parties to hawk paper
signatures on.legal stz_ed, dodple sided individual petitions for eaeh office and for each
- town, the Defendant publishes fdrrns that frontload Democratic and Republican Party
membership by all’ow'i.ng people-to check a box on paper or online, discouraging
enrollment in any minor party, and requiring the name of any such party to be written
_in under "other o | |

WHEREFORE, the Plalntlffs clalm

A. Declaratory relief under 42 USC §1983 that the Libertarian Party, by virtue of
being an establtshed minor party. and having routinely secured more than 1% of the’
vote in statewide electrons should not have to collect any addltlonal signatures or

, petltlon for any |nd|v1dual office, and should and i is otherwrse constltutronally entltled to



‘ assocrate with and nominate.its candldates for public office.
B. Injunctive relief under 42 USC §1983 that the Petrtlonlng Laws not be used to

: further prevent the Plaintiffs from. ballot access so long as they obtain at least 1% of
the vote in a statewide race every evenly numbered year. | |

C Declaratory relief under 42 USC §1983 that requrrlng and restrlctlng the
. . Petitioning process to paper onIy is arbitrary, in light of the fact that the Defendant
accepts and &llows electors to regtster to vote online. | |

D. Damages ‘

E. Costs and Attorney Fees

a

F. Other relief the Court deems proper

COUNT FOUR: DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS UNDER COLOR OF LAW, 42 usc
§1983 (PLAINTIFF LIBERTARIAN PARTY VS DEFENDANT DENISE MERRIL, FOR
. UNEQUAL TREATMENT UNDER THE LAW)

1. The Defendant is the chief elections officer in this State and charged with .
enforcing ‘an ensuring compllance W|th Election Law. Such dutles include prescribing
forms for which eligible persons may register to vote pursuant to CGS §§ 9-20 and 9-

' 23g(b) "Forms" Wthh allow eligible persons to regrster in person, by mail or online.

2. The Forms outS|de of any statutorlly authorized language specifically ask
electors whether they would like to enroll in a political party, and then list their options
as "Democratic”, "Repubhcan" and “Other" the last one requiring the enrolling elector

to write in the "other" party name. This results in disparete treatment unfair to the

- Plaintiff and its members, impeding their right to associate and enjoy enrollment '



priviiedges eiren thoUgh the Plaintiff is a recognized Minor Party, ans has continued to
* be so for decades with the'right to enroll members via voter registration.

3. The Forms actively encourage and promote new voters to enroll in only the
Democratic or Republican parties; and there is no legitimate State interest in the
' Defendant contlnumg to publish or require the use of such forms that promote ftwa
political partles over any other

4. There is no compelling state interest in the Defendant having issued or
relying on the use of such Forms frontioading the names of the establi_ehed
Democratic or Republiean parties-. without naming any of the other alternatives.

" 5. Nowhere in statLite is the Defendant actually required to list any specific

- names of any polltlcal party. Nowhere can the Defendant actually show that there is a
compelling state lnterest in ||st|ng any specnflc names of any political party on a voter
registration form. .

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff seeks /.

A. Declaratory relief under 42 USC §1983 that said Forms are unconstitutionally
- discriminatory in the ways,co’mpiained of;
| B. Injunctive relief against the Defendant from continuing te promote either the
“ Democratic or Repubiican partiee'by use of such forms, or any form that prints the |
name of any pa.rty on them; |

C. Costs and Attorney Fees;

D. Damages

E. Other relief the Court deems proper
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'VERIFICATION

1, Daniel Realé, Chair of the Li_beltarian Party of Connecticut, certify that the

Chair, leertarlan Party of Connectlcut

| STATE OF CONNECTICUT' .
| s.s. Plaihfield
'COUNTY OF WINDHAIVI . |
Daniel Reale, known tq me and havinjsatiéfactorily identified himself, made

Y
oath, as to the foregoing, before me this __ Day of October, 2019

Edward Bona

Commissioner of thé Superior Court, Juris No. 411570
. i
FOR THE PLAINTIFFS, -
ROGER MISBACH
ELLEN MISBACH ‘ '
~ LIBERTARIAN PARTY OF CONNECTICUT

[s/ 411570 : | o
Edward Bona I

" PO Box 13

Plainfield, CT 06374

(860) 889-5930 -

edward—bona@ccmcast net

swledge and belief this ___ Day of ’



